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REMARKS 

The Official Action mailed August 22, 2007, has been received and its contents 
carefully noted. Filed concurrently herewith is a Request for One Month Extension of 
Time, which extends the shortened statutory period for response to December 22, 2007. 
Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully submits that this response is being timely filed. 

The Applicant appreciates Examiner Heinrich's time in conducting telephonic 
interviews on December 17 and 18, 2007. As described in more detail below, during 
the interview the Applicant's representative explained that the alleged combination of 
prior art references does not teach or suggest the features of independent claims 22, 65 
and 77. The Examiner agreed to consider the Applicant's remarks following the 
submission of this Amendment. 

The Applicant notes with appreciation the consideration of the Information 
Disclosure Statements filed on October 15, 2003; and August 29, 2006. 

A further Information Disclosure Statement is submitted herewith and 
consideration of this Information Disclosure Statement is respectfully requested . 

Claims 22-37 and 48-60 were pending in the present application prior to the 
above amendment. Claim 22 has been amended to better recite the features of the 
present invention. Claims 30-37 and 48-60 have been canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer. New claims 61-88 have been added to recite additional protection to which 
the Applicant is entitled. Accordingly, claims 22-29 and 61-88 are now pending in the 
present application, of which claims 22, 65 and 77 are independent. For the reasons 
set forth in detail below, all claims are believed to be in condition for allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration is requested. 

The Official Action rejects claims 22-37 and 48-60 as obvious based on the 
combination of the disclosure at pages 1-4 of the present specification, which the 
Official Action refers to as "Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA)," JP 63-123588 to Nei 
(an English translation of which is submitted herewith), U.S. Patent No. 6,169,830 to 
Kewitsch and U.S. Patent No. 6,852,941 to Tanaka. The Applicant respectfully 
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traverses the rejection because the Official Action has not made a prima facie case of 
obviousness. 

As stated in MPEP §§ 2142-2143.01, to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some reason, either 
in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, 
there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 
Obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the 
prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is, some reason to do so found 
either explicitly or implicitly in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. "The test for an implicit showing is what the 
combined teachings, knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art, and the nature of the 
problem to be solved as a whole would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the 
art." In re Kotzab , 217 F.3d 1365, 1370, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2000). See 
also In re Fine , 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In re Jones , 958 F.2d 
347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

The prior art, either alone or in combination, does not teach or suggest all the 
features of the independent claims. Independent claim 22 recites that the control of the 
branching ratio of polarization offsets a beam energy change associated with a position 
on the surface irradiated by the beam. New independent claim 65 recites that the 
control of the branching ratio of polarization offsets a difference in beam energy 
distribution associated with the scanning of the deflected laser beam on the surface of 
the semiconductor film. New independent claim 77 recites that the control of the 
branching ratio of polarization offsets a difference in beam energy distribution, the 
difference being caused by a position of the laser beam incident on the f-0 lens. 

Also, independent claim 22 has been amended to more clearly recite the order of 
steps. Specifically, claim 22 has been amended to recite "processing a laser beam 
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controlling a branching ratio of polarization of the processed laser beam; transmitting a 
laser beam having a polarized direction through an optical system depending on the 
polarization direction after controlling the branching ratio of polarization of the 
processed laser beam; deflecting the transmitted laser beam toward a surface of a 
semiconductor film." That is, claim 22 requires that the following steps be performed in 
order: processing; controlling; transmitting; and deflecting. Claims 65 and 77 also 
require this order of steps and further require, after the deflecting step, scanning the 
deflected laser beam through an f-0 lens to the semiconductor film. 

The Applicant respectfully submits that AAPA, Nei, Kewitsch and Tanaka, either 
alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the above-referenced features of the 
present invention. 

The Official Action relies on Kewitsch to allegedly teach a half-wave plate 172 
and a polarizing beam splitter 174 for beam spot power control (Figure 15; column 19, 
lines 57+), and on Tanaka to allegedly teach annealing with a linear or ellipsoid laser 
beam spot for manufacturing a semiconductor (page 2, Paper No. 20070815). The 
Official Action asserts the following: "The use of features disclosed by Kewitsch et al 
and by Tanaka in the well known wafer laser machining process of AAPA as modified 
by JP363123588A would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art because Kewitsch et al provide control of the 
beam spot power and because Tanaka provides modern laser spot irradiation features 
for an amorphous semiconductor device" (pages 2-3, |dj. 

However, the Official Action does not address the features recited in the wherein 
clause of claim 22, Le. that the control of the branching ratio of polarization offsets a 
beam energy change associated with a position on the surface irradiated by the beam. 
The Applicant respectfully submits that these features are not taught or suggested by 
the alleged combination of AAPA, Nei, Kewitsch and Tanaka. Although AAPA, Nei, 
Kewitsch and Tanaka individually teach some of the features of the present claims, 
these references, either alone or in combination, are not concerned with a problem of a 
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beam energy change associated with a position on the surface irradiated by the beam, 
and do not teach or suggest that the control of the branching ratio of polarization offsets 
such beam energy change. 

Also, as noted in detail above, claim 22 has been amended to more clearly recite 
the order of steps, in particular, the "controlling" and "transmitting" steps. These 
features are supported in the present specification, for example, by page 10, line 24, to 
page 11, line 8; and Figure 2. The Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed order 
of steps is not taught or suggested by the alleged combination of AAPA, Nei, Kewitsch 
and Tanaka. 

Since AAPA, Nei, Kewitsch and Tanaka do not teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations, a prima facie case of obviousness cannot be maintained. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) are in order 
and respectfully requested. 

New claims 61-88 have been added to recite additional protection to which the 
Applicant is entitled. The features of claims 61-64, which depend directly or indirectly 
from claim 22 are supported in the present specification, for example, by Figure 2; 
Embodiment 1 ; and pages 10-14, particularly pages 11-12. New independent claims 65 
and 77 further clarify the order in which the steps of the manufacturing of the 
semiconductor device occur, and also recite the feature of an f-9 lens. One difference 
between claims 65 and 77 is the wording of the "wherein" recitations, which describe the 
result of controlling the branching ratio of polarization of the laser beam. Additionally, 
similar to the dependent claims of 22, new claims 66-76 and 78-88, which depend 
directly or indirectly from claims 65 and 77, respectively, have been added. The 
Applicant respectfully submits that these features are not taught or suggested by the 
alleged combination of AAPA, Nei, Kewitsch and Tanaka. For the reasons stated above 
and already of record, the Applicant respectfully submits that new claims 61-88 are in 
condition for allowance. 
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Should the Examiner believe that anything further would be desirable to place 
this application in better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Eric J. Robinson 
Reg. No. 38,285 

Robinson Intellectual Property Law Office, P.C. 
PMB 955 

21010 Southbank Street 
Potomac Falls, Virginia 20165 
(571)434-6789 



